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APPLICATIONt PROJECT NA5-1001

A. Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36939 )

TTM 36939 proposes to subdivide a vacant 34.6 acre lot for purposes |
creating 98 numbered lots for singlefamily Residential development and
three (3) lettered lots for hydrology purposes,including roadways and
supporting infrastructure.

B. Zone Change

Rezone to eliminate the R10,000 Overlay affecting the western portion
of the site to Low Density Residential (LDR, 0 to 5 units per acre).
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1.0. INTRODUCTION
11 Purpose of an Initial Study Checklist

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that before a public agency makes a

decision to approve a project that could have one or more adverse effects on the physical

AT GEOITI1 AT 6h OEA ACAT AU 1 000 EIT Amnddénmdatd Onbacis AAT OO
give the public an opportunity to comment on the environmental issues, and take feasible measures

to avoid or reduce potential harm to the physical environment.

The purpose of an Initial Study Checklist is to provide a preliminargnalysis of a proposed action to
determine whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental
Impact Report should be prepared for a project. An Initial Study Checklist also enables an applicant
or the City of Banning to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts in lieu of preparing an
Environmental Impact Report, thereby potentially enabling the project to qualify for a Negative
Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

The Initial Checklist Study provides a fetual basis for aNegative Declaration,Mitigated Negative
Declaration, or serves to focus an Environmental Impact Report on the significant effects of a
project.

1.2 Purpose of a Negative Declaration

A Mitigated Negative Declaration is a written statenant by the City ofBanningthat the Initial Study
Checklist identified potentially significant environmental effects of the project but the project is
revised or mitigated measures are required to eliminate or mitigate impacts to less than significant
levels.

1.3 Initial Study Checklist/ Negative Declaration Document

This document in its entiretyis an Initial Study ChecklistMitigated Negative Declaration prepared
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including all criter
standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resource Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et

seq.).

1.4 Public Review and Processing of the Initia | Study Checklist/ Negative Declaration

This Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration and aNotice of Intentto adopt the
Mitigated Negative Declaration was distributed to the following entities for 204lay public review

period:

1) Organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing to the City
of Banning;

2) Responsible and trustee agencies (public agencies that have a level of discretionary approval
over some component of the proposed Projectgnd
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3) The Riverside County Clerk.

The Notice of Intent also will be noticed to the general pblic in the Record Gazettewhich is a
primary newspaper of circulation in the areas affected by the Project.

The Notice of Intentidentifies the location(s) where the Initial Study ChecklistMitigated Negative
Declaration and its associated technical reports are available for public reviemuring the 20-day
public review period, comments on the adequacy of the Initial Study Checklidtfitigated Negative
Declaraton document may be submitted to the City ofBanning Community Development
Department, Planning Divison.

Following the 20&lay public review period, the Cityof Banning Planning Dvision will review any
comment letters received during the review period to determine whether any substantive
comments were provided that may warrant revisions or recirculation to the Initial Study
Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration documentlf recirculation is not required (as defined by
CEQA Guidelines 815073.5(b))written and/or oral responses will be provided to the City of
BanningPlanning Commissiorfor review as part of their deliberations concerning the Project.

For this Project, he Banning PlanningCommissiord @le is advisory and will recommend that the
Banning City Councilapprove, conditionally approve, or deny the Project.Accordingly, a public
hearing will be held before the Banning City Council to consider the proposed Project,any
comments received and make a determination onthe adequacy of this Initial Study
Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration.

At the conclusion of the public learing process, theCity Council will take action to approve,
conditionally approve, or deny the proposedProject. If approved, theCity Council will adopt
findngs OAT AOGEOA O1 OEA 001 EAAOBO AT OGEOI T 1 AT OAI
Mitigated Negative Declaration and dNotice of Determinatiorwill be filed with the Riverside County
Clerk.

15 Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declara tion Findings and Conclusions

Section 3.0 of this document contains the Environmental Checklist/Initial Study that was prepared
for the proposed Project pursuant to CEQA and City BAnningrequirements.

The Initial Study Checklist determined that impémentation of the proposed Project would result in
no impacts to the environmentunder the following issue areas:

Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emission
Hydrology and Water Quality
Mineral Resources

Noise

Population and Housing

=8 =4 =8 -8 84999

A E£EA A
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Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic , and
Utilities and Service Systems
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Land Use Planning

= =4 =8 =4 -4 4

The Initial Study Checklist determined that the proposed Project would result irpotentially
significant effects to the following issue areas, but the Project Applicant will incorporate
mitigation measures that would avoid or mitigate effects to a point ware clearly no $gnificant
environmental impacts on the environmentwould occur:

I Aesthetics
9 Biological Resources
9 Cultural Resources

The Initial Study Checklist determined that, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, there is
no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency (CityBdnning), that
the Project as revised may have a significant effechahe environment. Therefore, based on the
findings of the Initial Study Checklist, the City oBanning determined that a Mitigated Negative
Declaration is the appropriate CEQA determination for the Project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §
15070(b).
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2.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND
21 Project Location

The City ofBanningcovers approximately23.2 square miles within the County of Riverside. The City is
bordered by the City ofBeaumont to the west, Morongo Band of Mission Indiango the east and
County of &n Riverside to the east and south.Specifically, the property is locatedon vacant land
northeast of the intersection of Wilson Avenue and Sunset Avenue, as depicted on the U.S. Geological
Survey(USGS) 7.5 MINUTE Beaumont, California quadrangle in prégecSection 5, Township 3 South,
Range 1 EasRefer to Exhibit1, Location Map/Aerial Photo).

The Project site includes thedllowing Assessor Parcel Numbes:

535-430-001 through 535-430-021
535-431-001 through 535-431-015
535-432-001 through 535-432-017
535-070-004
535-070-006

= =4 =8 =4 -

2.2 Existing Site Conditions/Environmental Setting

CEQA Guidelines 815125 establishes requirements for defining the environmental setting to which

the environmental effects of a proposed project must be compared. Thmvironmental setting is

A A £E1 Ad physi€al eBvironmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the

time the Notice of Intent/Notice of Availability is published, or at the time the environmental

AT AT UGEOG EO AT i 1T AT AAABG j#wl! ' OEAAI ETAO spupcur A

In the case of the proposed Project, the Initial Study Checklist determined that a Mitigated Negative
Declaration is the appropriate form of CEQA complian® document, which does not require a Notice
of Preparation. Thus, the environmental setting for the proposed Project is the approximate date
OEAO OE ANotix®df bikr/ioficd of Availability is published. Thelnitial Study Checklist
commencedthe twenty (20) day circulation on October 16, 2015

The Projectsite consists of approximately34.6 gross acresThe siteis undeveloped, but the eastern

half of the Project site had previously been graded for home sites in 2009. The site is bordered on

the west and north by undeveloped open space, and to the east and south by sirigi@ily homes

AT A OAOGEAAT AAOs8 4EARA OEOAS8O OI PTI COAPEU EO OAIlI AOE
gently to the south. The general elevation of the site rangdrom approximately 2,550 to 2,650 feet

above mean sea levePrimary access to the site is provided fronBunset Avenue, Sunrise Avenue

and Wilson StreetSurrounding land usesare shown on Table 1

The Gas Company provides natural gas services and faigb to the City of Banning and will be
available to the Project site. Natural gas supply to the City originates from Texas, transported by
two major eastwest trending gas lines. These high pressure gas lines of varying sizes up to 36
inches in diamete, traverse through the eastern desert areas to the western end of riverside
County. IN addition to the major east west trending higipressure transmission gas lines, other
natural gas high pressure lines are located underground in Wilson and Lincoln SttseA pipeline
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designed to carry liquid fuels runs eastvest through the City. Though not currently in use, this
pipeline has been used to transport crude oil, diesel fuel and gasoline.

Table 1. Existing Land Uses

Location Existing Use
Site Vacant
North Vacant
South SingleFamily Residential
East SingleFamily Residential
West Vacant
Sourcel SAField Inspection May 2015

2.3 Existing General Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations

The City ofBanningis an incorporated general lawcity of Riverside County, California. Prior to its
incorporation, the area was governed by Riverside Countythe City, incorporated in 1913, has a
rich and colorful history. Banning served as a stagecoach and railroad stop between the Arizona
territories and Los Angeles.The City is named in honor of General Phineas T. Banning, who
freighted over the Mormon trail from Salt Lake to San Bernardino and Los Angeles.

Development activities that occur in the City ofBanning are regulated by theCity of Banning
General Plan adopted January 31, 2006, and the Zoning Code, referenced as Title 17 of the City of
Banning Municipal Code.The General Planis divided into a number of Area Plans that provide
additional guidance for development and more specific land useedignations under each category.
Each property has aland use designation and a more descriptive Area Plan designatiomhe
designation for the Project site isLow Density Residential andis within the Zoning Qrerlay RL-
10,000 (Residential Low10,000 squae foot lots). The Applicant proposes to rezone the site to LDR

(O to 5 units per acre) by removing the R£10,000 overlay.

Palicy Areas
Policy Areas apply to portions of the General Plan that contain special or unique characteristics that
merit detailed attention and focused planning policies. The Project site isot located within Policy

Area.

A summary of the existingGeneral Planland use and pning designations for the Project site and
surrounding properties is provided in Table 2
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Table 2. Existing General Plan and Zoning Designations

Location General Plan Designation Zoning Designation

Site Low-Density Residential(0-5 DU/Acre) RL-10,000

North Open Space/Specific Plan Area Open Space (Resources)

South Ranch/Agriculture (10 AcreMin.)/LDR (0- | RL-10,000
5 DU/Acre)

East Low-Density Residential (65 DU/Acre) Low Density Residential (85 DU/Acre)

West Low Density Residential (85 DU/Acre) RL-10,000

Source: City oBanningGeneral Plan Land Use Map, CityBainning-Existing ZoningMap

24 Project Description

The Projed Applicant, Peter J. Pitassisubmitted the following applications to the City ofBanning
which comprise the proposedProject: Tentative Tract Map (TTM 3939). The City of Banning
refers to theapplication asProject No. 151001.

4EA 0OT EAAOCS8O APDPI EAAOQEIT T BédnAnyPdArig Oepatddntod BFast FET A x
Ramsey Street, Banning, CA 922p@nd are hereby incorporated by reference.

A. Tentative Tract Map (TTM 36 939)

TTM 36939 proposes to subdivide the 34.6acre site into 98 singleZamily residential lots with a

minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet,three (3) lettered lots for open spaces purposegpadways

and other supporting infrastructure.

The above land uses and o#r on-site improvements are further described as follows:

SingleFamily Residential

Residential lot sizes range from7,000 square feet to 19,239 square feet. However, the majority of the
lot sizes are within the 7,000 to 8,200squarefoot range. TheProject proposes a density o2.8 dwelling
units per acre.

Water Quality Basin

4x7 117 00h O"Al A cOhdtcipc ONB D 8 Gitsd dodlig) GasirsE Thie baga@1 AOET 1
will serve to retain developed condition runoff and mitigate developed condition flows as required

by City Ordinance. # EOU 1T £ "ATTET C / OAET ATAA nNptpuvQe OANOEO
provisions to store runoff from rainfall events up to and including the 100 years, threédhour

duration event onsite via storage or infiltration basins for new development and redevelopment.

9
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The basins will both be located adjacent to Wilson StreefThe basin is for water quality purposes
only and does not provide for dual use such as recreation. The basishall be designed in
accordance with the City of Banning Engineering requirements.

OnSite Street Improvements

Access to e Project site is from Sunset Avenue and Sunrise Avenuand Wilson Street The
corridors are existing improved two (2) lane roadway within the Publicright-of-way. Curb, gutter,
and sidewalk have been patrtially installed. Wilson Streewill parallel lots B and C. All street
improvements along Wilson Street, Sunset and SunesAvenue will be subject to the City of Banning
Engineering and Public Works requirements.

Internal neighborhood streets servicing the tract with curb and gutter within 60 foot two lane
travel lanes include Eclipse Drive, and Dawn Lane. Eclipse and Da$tneets will connect to Sunset
and Sunrise Avenues.

OnSite Utility and Drainage Improvements

Water, sewer and electricalservice will be provided by the City of Banning Public Works
Department and Electrical Division Sewer and water systems shall beedigned in accordance with
the City of Banning Engineering and Public Works requirements.

Water and sewer service to the Project site will be provided by the
City of Banning The Project is required to connect to the existin@-inch water mains on Sunrise
and extend an 8inch diameter water main in Dawn Lane, within the tract boundary to the existing
18-inch diameter water main in Sunset Avenue.

B. Zone Change

The existing site will be rezoned from Low Density Residential with RILO,000 Overlay (West Half)
to Low Density Residential (85 units per acre).

D. Construction Schedule

Houses will be constructed based on market demand and absorptiorConstruction is expected to
commence sometime in 2015 and would occur irseveral general phasesThe Project Applicant
expects the following time durations for the construction process, which would be somewhat
sequential but overlap in some cases:

91 Site Preparation 20 Days
1 Grading 40 - days
1 1stPhase of Home Construction 60- days
91 Architectural Coating 38 zdays
1 Paving 55 - days

10
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Earthwork and Grading

The earthwork and grading details are based on proposed Tentative Tract Map®39. The Project
proposes 30,000 cubic yards (c.y.) of cut and39,000 cubic yards of fill. The site is sloping
southeaderly at an average rate of 5%, rad so to grack building pads and slopes to approximately
5% slope and to match adjacent streets for access, the import of approximately 9,000 cubic yards is
anticipated. The eastern half of the s& was previously graded to pad and street configuration and
will be re-compacted and recertified.

E. Operational Characteristics

The proposed Project would be operated as a residential communityTypical operational
characteristics include residents ad visitors traveling to and from the site, leisure and
maintenance activities occurring on individual residential lots and in the obite recreational
facilities and general maintenance of common areas. Low levels of noise and a moderate level of
artifici al exterior lighting typical of a residential community is expected.

Future Population

The Project would be developed wh 98 singleZamily detached residential homes. Pursuant t&ity

of Banningd General Planthe median household size is currently2.9 persons per dwelling unit

Using population generation estimates, the proposed Project could increase the City'ofAT T ET C8 O
population by up to 284 new residents if all the new residents currently reside outside the City

limits. 4 EA  #EOU 1 A3 pofdlatiof bsgndates (gityt imits only) as determined by the

California Department of Finance is 25,600 residentd EA #EOUB38 O BI BDOI AOETT x1 Ol
(1) percent or 25,884 residents. The Project is consistent with he Southern California Assoaition

of Governments (SCAG)opulation growth estimatesin that OEA # E QU 6 & pdjécedtb AOET 1
reach 34,658 in 2010 and 42,027 in 2020.! AAT OAET ¢ O OEA #EOQUB8O (100
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNAdhe City of Banning has a totehousing construction need of

1,780 units and an annual need of 237 units.The Project is consistent with the RHNA housing

Al T OOOOAOQETT &£ OAAAOGO AEZEI OOO O1 1 AAO OEA #EOUGBO
The General Planland use designationcurrently assigned to the Project siteis Low Density

Residential (East Half) with a REL0,000 residential overlay (West Half).The Project as proposed

has a density oR.8 dwelling units per acre.

If the Project site were built out in accordance with its existingseneral Plariand use designation, a
maximum of 173 residential dwelling units could be constructed on the property. low Density
Residential x 5 units per acre x34.6 acres =173 units). With the existing RL:10,000, minimum lot
size overlay, a total of 50 units could be constructedThe Project propose<98 residential dwelling
units which is below the maximum permitted under theGeneral Plarand current Zoning District.

11
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3.0 INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Evaluation Format
This Initial Study Checklist has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) GuidelinesThe Project is evaluated based on its potential effect on seventeen
(17) environmental factors categorized as follows, as well adandatory Findingsof Significance

1. Aesthetics 10. Land Use & Planning

2. Agriculture & Forestry Resources 11. Mineral Resources

3. Air Quality 12. Noise

4. Biological Resources 13. Population & Housing

5. Cultural Resources 14. Public Services

6. Geology & Sails 15. Recreation

7. Greenhowse Gas Emissions 16. Transportation & Traffic

8. Hazards & Hazardous Materials 17. Utilities & Service Systems

9. Hydrology & Water Quality 18. Mandatory Findings of Signi€ance

Each factor is analyzed by responding to a series of questions pertaining to the impact of Breject
on the particular factor in the form of a checklist This Initial Study Checklistprovides a manner to
analyze the impacts of theProject on eachfactor in order to determine the severity of the impact
and determine if mitigation measures can be implemented to reduce the impact to less than
significant without having to prepare an Environmental Impact Report.

CEQA also requires Lead Agencies toaduate potential environmental effects based to the fullest
extent possible on scientific and factual data (CEQ®&uidelines §15064[b]). A determination of
whether or not a particular environmental impact will be significant must be based on substantial
evidence, which includes facts, reasonable assumptiopsedicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines 8150641[5]).

The effects of theProject are then placed in the following four categories, which are each followed

by a summary to substantiate why theProject does not impact the particular factor with or without

i EOECAOETT 8 )& 001 OAT OEAI I U stegiai AetehminbdOthen th® A A OO 6
Project does not qualify for aMitigated Negative Declaration andan Environmental Impact Report

must be prepared:

14
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Potentially Less Than Significant Impact Less Than No Impact
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated Significant Impact

Potentially significant Potentially significant impact(s) | . I OOE CT E No impact(s)
impact(s) have been have been identified or impact(s) identified| identified or
identified or anticipated | anticipated, but mitigation is or anticipated. anticipated.
that cannot be mitigated | possible to reduce impact(s) to a | Therefore, no Therefore, no
to a level of less thansignificant category. mitigation is mitigation is
insignificance. An Mitigation measures must then necessary. necessary.
Environmental Impact be identified.
Report must therefore be
prepared.

Throughout the impact analysis in this Initial Study Checkilist, reference is made to the following:

1 Plans, Policies, Programs (PPP) - These includeexisting regulatory requirements sud as
plans, policies,or programs applied to the Project basedon the basis 6 federal, state, or
local law currently in place which effectively reduce environmental impacts.

1 Project Design Features (PDF) - These measures iolude features proposed by the Rject
that are already incorporated into the Rojectd O A Ar@ i@ ispecifically intended to
reduce or avoid impacts (e.g., water quality treatment basins).

1 Mitigation Measures (MM) - These measures include requirements that are imposed
where the impact analysis determines thaimplementation of the proposed RFoject would
result in significant impacts. Mtigation measures are proposedto reduce impacts to less
than significant levels. Inaccordance with the requirements ofCEQA

Plans, Policies or Programs (PPP and the Project Design Features(PDF) were assumed and
accounted for in the assessment of impacts for each issue area.

Mitigation Measures (MM) were formulated only for those issue areas where the results of the
impact analysisidentified significant impacts that could to be reduced to lesghan significant levels.

All three types of measures described above will be required tbe implemented as part of the
Project, and will be included in theMitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programfor the Project.

Environmental Factors Potentially  Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by thBroject, involvingat
I AAGO TTA Ei PAAO OEAO EO A 001 OAT OEAI 1T U B3ECIT EZEE!
following pages.

15
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Aesthetics Land Use andPlanning

Agriculture and Forest Resources Mineral Resources

Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Population and Housing

Cultural Resources Public Services

Geology and Soils Recreation

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Transportation/Traffic

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Utilities and Service Systems

Hydrology and Water Quality Mandatory Findings of Significance
"AAAOOA TTTA T &£ OEA AT OEOIT I AT OA1T MEAAOT OO AAT OA A

preparation of anEnvironmental Impact Report.

16
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Appendices (On Compact Disk)

Appendix A.

Appendix B.

Appendix C.

Appendix D.
Appendix E.

Appendix F.

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
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3.1 Aesthetics

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant Impact With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

No
Impact

Would the Project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scen
vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resourceg
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, andhistoric buildings within a A
state scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light ol -
glare, which would adversely affect day or A
nighttime views in the area?

3.1(a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Determination: Less than Significant Impact.
Sources:General PlanCity of Baning, Google EarthProject Application Materials

Plans, Policies or Programs (PPP)

The following appliesto the Project and would reduceimpacts related toscenic vistas

PPP 3.11 Banning Zoning CodeAs required by the City ofBanning Zoning Regulations Table
17.08.030, residential building heights shall not exceed thirty -five (35) feet in
height.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuregspplicableto the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

The siteis a 34.6 acresvacant lot andis currently zoned Low Density Residential (65 du/ac) and

RL-10,000 Overlay.The site slopes downward from the northwest to the southeast with elevations

from 2,640 above sea level at the northwest corner of the proj(_ect site to 2,593 above sea level at the

north east corner. The elevation differential from the site® north edge to Wilson Street is

approximately eight (8) feet.

The Project butts against the San Bernardino National Forest. The San Bernardino National Forest

lands are interspersed throughout the north centralAT A T T OOExAOOAOI U Bl OOET I
planning area. There are no existing authorized or mapped trails on Forest lands in the planning
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area, nor trails proposed by the U.S. Forest Service. The Scenic Easement Deed Act (Government
Code Sections 6956954) authorizes local governments to purchase fee land or scenic easements.
No scenic easements of record however lie adjacent to the Project area that will be affected by the
future residential development.However,approximately 4.6 acres, referenced akot A on the Tract

Map will remain as Open Space and function as a land buffer between the mountain foothills and
the Project site. The 4.6 acres extends the length of the Project site.

As required by PPP 3.41 above,the residential structures proposedof the property are restricted
to 35 feet in height and would not block or completely obstruct views from surrounding public
roadways to the hills and mountains visible in the horizon under existing conditions

The Prgect proposes to subdivide thesite into 98 singleZamily residential lots and provide
neighborhoods roadways and other supporting infrastructure. Views from the residences to the
east andsouth will be affected by the construction of the proposed Project, insofar as the existing
homes to the south are located at a lower elevation than those of the proposed Project. However
the homes to the south are separate by Wilson Street, the Montgomery Creek Channel and the
#OARES O ODPOAAAETI ¢ AAOET AOAAS d(bly SukrBe ADdnue@BhA AAOO
existing homes further north along Sunrise Avenue lying adjacent to the Project sit®ouble row
lots between Dawn Lane and Eclipse Drive separated by manufactured slopes between housing lots
will be buttressed by retaining walls and slopes ranging from8 to 30 feet. Residents on the low
side of the slope will have back yards accordance with the Zoning requirements for Low Density
Residential districts. All views, particularly those to the north, south, and south easterly and
northeasterly areas will not be affected by significant slope gradients.

With the implementation of PPP 3.11 the proposed Project impacts on aesthetics and scenic
resources are expected to be less than significant.

3.1(b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Determination: No Impact.

31 OOAAOY #Al EA&EI OT EA $APAOOI AT O 1T £ 40AT ODP1 OODedymied 2 1GBBARRAGMEGA ( E
BanningGeneral Plan Figur&GoogleEarth.

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project related to this issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featurespplicableto the Project related to this issue.
Impact Analysis

According to the California Deartment of Transportation, the Project site is not located within a
State Scenic Highwayeither is the Project site adjacent to aCounty Scenic HighwayTherefore,
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construction and the longterm operation of the Project would have no impacton scenic resources
within a scenic highwayand no mitigation measures are required.

3.1(c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Sources: Project Application Materials, Google Earth

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduceimpacts related tothe visual character and
quality of the site and its surroundings This measurewill AA ET Al OAAA MiigatioOrE A
Monitoring and Reporting Rogram:

PPP3.1-2 The Project shall comply withthe City of BanningGrading, Erosion and Sediment
Control, Title 18 of the City of Banning Municipal Cdde residential development.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featurespplicableto the Project related to this issue.
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Impact Analysis

Construction Impacts

$O00OETi ¢ OEA 00Oi EAAOS6O OAi BI OAOU AT 1 OOOOAOEIT BHAO
activities would be visible on the subject property from immediately surrounding areas.
Construction activities are a common occurrence in the developing Inland Empi region of

Southern# A1 E&I OT EA AT A AOA 110 Ai1 OEAAOAA O1 OOAOOAI
construction equipment would be removed from the Project site following completion of the .
001 EAAOCBO AT 1 OOOBAOQEIT I AAOEOEOEAOay ok todstru@ehA OA OA

equipment and activities at the Project site would not substantially degrade the visual character of
the surrounding area.

Operational Impacts

Development of the Project site would introduce residential development onto the site The
residential development will consist of singlefamily detached homeswith related improvements
such as roadways, ladscaping, walls, and street lights.These improvements would be
implemented in accordance with thedesign standards contained in theCity ofBanning Zoning Code
Although the existing visual character of the site will change, it will not bsubstantially change the
character of the Roject site such that it becomes visually incompatible or visually unexpected when
viewed in the context ofits residential surroundings.

Based on the analysis aboveyith implementation of PPP 3.12, impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.

3.1(d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Sources; City of BanningZoning Standards Project Application Materials
Plans, Palicies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to light and glare. This
measurewould AA ET Al OAAA NitigatiénhBAnitddigy larie Réparin@Program
PPP3.1-3 As required by theCity of Banning outdoor lighting, other than street lighting, shall

be low to the ground or shielded and hooded to avoid shining onto adjacent
properties and streets.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are noProject Design Featuregspplicableto the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis
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The proposed Project would increase the amourtf light in the area above what is being generated
by the vacant siteby directly adding new sources of illumination including security and decorative
lighting for the proposed houses

PPP 3.13 requires that outdoor lighting, other than street lighting, shall be low to the ground or
shielded and hooded to avoid shining onto adjacent properties and streets.

Based on the analysis aboveyith implementation of PPP3.1-1, 3.1-:2, and PPP3.1-3 impacts would
be less than significanwith mitigation .
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3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORERIY RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural

resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to
forest resources, including timberland, are | Potentially
significant environmental effects, lead agencies | Significant

may refer to information compiled by the Impact
California Department of Forestry and Fire
001 OAAOGEI 1T OACAOAEIT ¢ OE/

land, including the Forest and Range Assessment
Project and the Forest Legacy AssessmentProject;
and forest carbon measurement meth odology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the
Project:

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to ner
agricultural use?

>\

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?

>\

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberlanc
(as defined by Public Resources Code sectic
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Codks
section 51104(g))?

>\

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion o
forest land to nonforest use?

>\

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

>\
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3.2(a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non -agricultural
use?.

Determination: No Impact

SourcesBanning General Plan Land Use Map, Zoning Map

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject DesignFeaturesapplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Impact Analysis

The site does not ontain any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Earmland
of Statewide Importanceas mapped by the State Department of Conservatidrarmland Mapping

and Monitoring Program. As such, the Project has no potential to convert such lands to a Zn
agricultural use and no impact would occurNo mitigation measures are required.

3.2(b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Determination: No Impact.

SourcesBanningGeneral PlarLand Use MapZoning Map
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicable to the Project related tahis issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relatedtiis issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site iszoned RL=10,000. As such, it willnot conflict with existing zoning for agricultural

use. Pursuant to the California Land Conservation Act of 1965a Williamson Act Contract enables
private landowners to voluntarily enter into contracts with local governments for the purpose of
restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners
receive lower property tax assessments based upon farming and open space uses as opposed to full
market value. The site is not under a Williamson Act ContractAs such,there is no impact.No
mitigation measures are required.

3.2(c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
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Resources Code section 4526), ortimberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(9?

Determination: No Impact.

SourcesBanningGeneral Plan Land Use Map, Zoning Map

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuregpplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is zonedrL 10,000. No forest land, timberland, or timberland productionoccurs on

the site so zoning for such uses or activities will not be impacted Therefore, no impact would
occur and no mitigation measures are required.

3.2(d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non -forest use?

Determination: No Impact.

SourceField Survey

Plans, Palicies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project related tothis issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuregpplicableto the Project related tothis issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project siteconsists of vacant landand does not contain forest landTherefore, no impacts
would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

3.2(e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non -agricultural use?

Determination : No Impact.

SourcesBanningGeneral Plan Land Use Mdpield Suvey
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project related tothis issue.
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Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuregpplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is approximately 3.6 gross acres in size ang situated by residential development
and located in an area largely characterized by residentiasingle family development. There is no
land being used primarily for agricultural purposes in the vicinity of the site.As such, the Project

would not result in conversion of Farmlandto non-agricultural use and no impacts would occur.No
mitigation measures are required.
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3.3 AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria LessThan
established by the applicable air quality | Potentially Significant Less Than
. . o oL . o No
management or air pollution control district may Significant | Impact With Significant
; : e Impact

be relied upon to make the following Impact Mitigation Impact
determinations. Would the Project: Incorporated
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the A

applicable air quality plan? A
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute -

substantially to an existing or projected air A

quality violation?

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is nonattainment under an -
applicable federal or state ambient air quality A
standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantia A
pollutant concentrations? A
e. Create objectionable odors affecting ¢ A
substantial number of people? A

3.3 (a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan (South Coast
Air Quality Management District)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Imp act.

Sources:.LSA Associates, Air Quality and Climate change Study for Banning TTM 36939, Septemb@t 24,
Plans, Palicies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuregpplicableto the Project related to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Federal Air Quality Standards

Under the Federal Clean Air Act, theederal Environmental Protection Agencyestablishes health
based air quality standards that Californiamust achieve.4 EAOA A Orfatiofaliaimbightiair O
NOAI EOU OGAOM AABA0Oo6 ApbI U O xEAO AOAAmbledi(ileA A
surrounding) air quality standard establish a concentration above which a criteriapollutant is

known to cause adverse health effect® people. The naibnal ambient air quality standards apply
to the following criteria pollutants:
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Ozone (8hour standard)
Respirable Particulate Matter (PMo)
Fine Particulate Matter (PM.5)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Nitrogen Dioxide (NOXx)

Sulphur Dioxide (SQ), and

Lead.

=4 =8 =8 =8 -8 -8 -9

State Air Quality Standards

Under the California Clean Air Actthe California Air Resources Boardlso establisheshealth-based
air quality standards thatcities and counties(including Jurupa Valley)must meet. These are called

OOOAOA Al AEADAT A RdtAf dpayiidtielollowing criteria pollutants:

Ozone (thour standard)Ozone
(8-hour standard)

Respirable Particulate Matter (PMo)
Fine Particulate Matter (PM.5)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Nitrogen Dioxide (NOXx)

Sulphur Dioxide (SQ), and

Lead

=4 =4 =8 =8 -8 - -8 -9

RegionalAir Quality Standards

The City of Banningis located within the South Coast Air Basin which is under the jurisdiction of the
South Coast Air QualityManagement District The Districtdevelopsplans and regulations designed
to achieve theseboth the national and stateambient air quality standards described above.

Attainment Designation

'T OAOOAET I AT 06 AAOECIT A ortefid polldinOconkdntrafomsAlidl noOE CT E
exceed the established standardln contrast to attainmenth A OT 11 AOOAET | AT O6
indicates that acriteria pollutant concentration has exceeded the established standard.
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Table 3shows the attainment status of criteria pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin.

Table 3. Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin.

Criteria Pollutant State Designation Federal Designation

Ozonez 1 hour standard Nonattainment No Standard
Ozonez 8 hour standard Nonattainment Nonattainment
Respirable Particulate Matter PM10) Nonattainment Nonattainment
Fine Particulate Matter PM2.5) Nonattainment Nonattainment
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx) Nonattainment Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide (SQ) Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment
Source SouthCoast Air Quality Management DistricR014

Air Quality Management Plan

The South Coast Air Quality Management District is required to produce air quality management

bi AT 0 AEOAAOETI ¢ Ei x OEA 31 0O0OE #1 AOO 'EO "AOET 860 A
national and state ambient air quality standards. The most ecent air quality managenent plan is

2012 Air Quality ManagementPlanand it is applicable to City of Banning. The purpose of the2012

Air Quality ManagementPlan is to achieve and maintainboth the national and state ambient air

guality standards described above.

In order to determine if a project is consistent with the2012 Air Quality Management Planthe

South Coast Air Quality Management District has established consistency criterion which are

defined in Chapter12, Sections 12, AT A p¢8oc 1 &£ OEA 31 OOE #1 AOGO ! EO
CEQA Air Quality Handbooknd are discussed below.

Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposedgroject will not result in an increase in the frequency or
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay the timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in 8@&L2 Air
Quality ManagementPlan.

Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards and

National Ambient Air Quality StandardsAs evaluated underissues 3.3(b), (c), and (d), below, the

Project would not exceed regioal or localized significance thresholds for any criteria pollutant

during construction or during longDA Oi 1T PAOAOEI 18 | AAT OAET Cl Uh OEA o0
emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or potential future air quaty violation

or delay the attainment of air quality standards.

Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposedoroject will not exceed the assumptions in ti#2012 Air
Quality ManagementPlan.
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The growth forecasts used in the2012 Air Quality ManagementPlan to project future emissions
levels are based on therojections of the Regional Transportation Model utilized bythe Southern

California Association of Governments, which incorporates land use data provided by city and
county General Rans, aswell as assimptions regarding population number, location of population
growth, and a regional housing needs assessment.

The Banning General Plan land use designations currently assigned to the Project site Low
Density Residential(0 to 5 du/ac). If the Projectsite were built out in accordance with its existing
General Planland use designation, amaximum of 173 residential dwelling units could be
constructed on the property.(Low Densty Residential @5 units per acre x34.6 acres =173 units.
The Projectproposesonly 98 single family residential dwelling units, which, constitutes only 57
percent of the development potential of the site. The housing density proposed is significantly
below the build-out permitted under the current land use designation.

The 2012 Air Quality ManagementPlan relied inpart OB1T 1 OEA #EQOUGS O drokth AOAT
forecast estimates used irthe 2012 Air Quality Management PlanAs such, the Project would not
exceed the assumptions in th012 Air Quality ManagementPlan because it does not exceed the
growth forecasts contained in the Plan.

For the reasons stated above, the Project would not result in an increase in the frequency or
severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, delay thémely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in th012 Air
Quality ManagementPlan. In addition, the Project would not exceed the growth assumptions in the
2012 Air Quality ManagementPlan. As such, the Project would be consistent with th2012 Air
Quality ManagementPlan and impactswould be less than significant and no mitigation measures
are required.

3.3(b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact .

SourcesCalifornia Emissions Estimator Modehouth Coast Air Quality Management District, Auality Management Plan,
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduceimpacts related toair quality violations. These
measureswill AA ET Al OAAA MitigatiéhBAnitdinty larfe RépQrin@Program

PPP 3.31 The Project is required to comply with the provisions & South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 402, A person shall not discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or
to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such
persons or the public, or whch cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or
damage to business or property.

PPP 3.32 4EA 001 EAAO EO OANOEOAA O1 AT I Pl tequixeE OFE
implementation of best available dust control measures during construain
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activities that generate fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities,

grading, andequipment travel on unpaved roads.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featurespplicableto the Project rdated to thisissue.

Impact Analysis

The Suth Coast Air Quality ManagementDistrict has developed regional and localized significance
thresholds for regulated pollutants. Any project in the Suth Coast Air Basin with daily emissions

that exceed any of the indicatedegional or localized significance thresholds would be considered

to contribute to a projected air quality violation. The Rroposed Projec6 O OACEIT 1T Alar AT A

guality impacts are discussed belowas shown in Table 4

Regional Impact Analysis

Aswith any new development project, the Poposed Project has the potential to generate pollutant
concentrations during both construction activities and longterm operation. The following provides
an analysis based on the applicableegional significance thresholdsestablished by the Suth Coast

Air Quality ManagementDistrict in order to meet Federal and te air quality standards.

Table 4. South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Regional Significance

Thresholds
Emissions (Construction) Emissions (Operational)
Pollutant
(pounds/day) (pounds/day)
NOx 100 55
VOC 75 55
PM10 150 150
PM2.5 55 55
SOx 150 150
(6{) 550 550
Lead 3 3
Source South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Qudipnificance Thresholds2009)

Both construction and operational emissions for the Project were estimated by using the California
Emissions Estimator Model which is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to
provide a uniform platform for government agencies to quantify ptential criteria pollutant
emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land use projecie
model can be used for a variety of situations where an air quality analysis is necessary or desirable
such as California Enviromental Quality Act (CEQA) documents and is authorized for use by the

South Coast Air Quality Management District.
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Construction Related Impacts
Construction activities associated with the proposedroject will result in emissions of CO, VOCs,

NOx, SOx, PM, and PMs. Construction related emissions are expected from the followingnsite
and offsite construction activities and time duration:

9 Site Preparation 20 Days
1 Grading 40 Days
M 1stPhase of Home Construction 60 Days
1 Architectural Coating 38 Days
1 Paving 55 Days

Table 3shows the South Coast Air Quality Management Distriadaily criteria pollutant emissions
thresholds for construction and operation of the proposed projecin the Basin using the CalEEMod
Model

Table 4. SCAQMD EmissionsThresholds

Emissions Source Pollutant Thresholds (pounds per day)
ROC NOX CO S PM10 PM2.5
Construction 41 75 50 .064 10 6.6
Operational 55 100 550 150 150 55
No No No No No No

Source:LSA Associates Air Quality and Climate ChaBgady, September 24, 2015

As shown in Table 4above, constructionrelated emissions would not exceed South Coast Air
Quality Management District regional construction criteria thresholdswithout mitigation. With
implementation of PPP 3-1 above {ncludes increasing wetting disturbed areas to dimes per day,
reduce speed to 25 mph on unpaved areas of project, anaahing paved access roads daily) Pl
emissions are reduced

Fugitive Dust

Fugitive dust emissions are generally associated with el clearing and exposure of soils to the air
and wind, including cutand-fill grading operations. Dust generated during construction varies
substantially on a projectby-project basis, depending on the level of activity, the specific operations
and weatherconditions at the tie of construction. The proposed project will be required to comply
with SCAQMD Rules 402 and 40® tcontrol fugitive dust. Table Slists total construction emissions
(i.e., fugitivedust emission and constructionequipment exhausts) hat have incorporated a
number of feasible control measures that can be reasonably implemented to significantly reduce
PM10 emissions from construction.
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Table 5: Short-Term Regional Construction Emissions

Total Regional Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Fugitive | Exhaust | Fugitive | Exhaust

Construction Phase VOC | NOy | CO SOy PM,, PM,, PM, < PM, - CO,e
Site Preparation 5.1 55 42 | 0.042 7.2 2.9 3.9 2.7 4.300
Grading 6.6 75 50 0.064 3.6 3.6 1.5 3.3 6.700
Building Construction 3.6 30 21 0.034 0.45 2 0.12 1.9 3.300
Architectural Coating 37 24 2.3 | 0.0039 0.078 0.2 0.021 0.2 360
Paving 2.1 22 16 0.024 0.17 1.3 0.045 1.2 2.500
Peak Daily 41 75 50 0.064 10 6.6 6,700
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 | 550 150 150 55 No
:lgniﬁcanl Emissions? No No No No No No Threshold

Architectural Coatings

Architectural coatings contain VOCs and are part of thes@recursors. Based on the proposed project, it

is estimated that application of the architectural coatings for the proposed peak construction day will result
in a combined peak of 44lbs/day of VOC. Therefore,ishVOC emission will not exceed the SCAQMD VOC
Threshold of 75lbs/day.

Localized Impacts Analysis as described in the SCAQMD guidance on applying CAIEEMod modeling
results to localized impacts analysis, the equipment planned to be used on a peak day dgrsite
preparation and grading operations would disturb no more than 5 acres in a dayThus the 5acre

LST thresholds are appropate for this project. Table 6shows that the emissions of pollutants on

the peak day of construction would all be les thanhe SCQAMD LST thresholds, which means that
the resulting concentrations at the church and nearest residences would be below the NAAQS and
CAAQS concentrations.

Table 6. Construction Localized Impacts Analysis

Emissions Sources

NOXx CcO PMaio PM2.5
On-Site Emission s 75 49 10 6.6
LST Thresholds 259 3,423 58 13
Significant Emissions ? NO NO NO NO

1. South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance

Thresholds. Websitehttp://www.agmd.gov/docs/default -source/ceqga/handbook/localized-signficance

thresholds/caleemod-guidance.ped accessed September, 261

Based on the abovethe Project would not emit substantial concentrations of these pollutants
during construction and would not contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, on a

direct or cumulative basis.

Odors
Heavy-duty equipment in the project area during construction would emit odors, primarily from
OEA ANOGEDPI AT O AGEAOOO8 3#!1-9% 201 A 1tn¢ OACAOAET C
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from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants oother material which cause
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public,

or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which
cause, or have a natural tendeAU O1 AAOOAh ETEOOU 1O AAI AcCA
proposed uses are not anticipated to emit any objectionable odors. Therefore, objectionable odors
posing a health risk to potential onsite and existing offsite uses would not occur as a resultf the
proposed project, and no mitigation measures are required.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos

The proposed project is located in Riverside County, which is not among the counties that are found
to have serpentine and ultramafic rock in their soils. Thexfore, the potential risk for NOA during
project construction is small and less than significant.

Table 5 and 6show that daily regional construction emission s would not exceed the daily
thresholds of any criteria pollutant emission thresholds establishé by the SCAQMD, and during
construction, there will be no locally significant impacts, Thus, no mitigation is required during
project construction,

Long-Term Air Emission Impacts

Long zterm air emission impacts are those associated with stationary sources and mobile sources
involving any project-related change. The proposed project would result in both stationary and
mobile source emissions. The stationary source emissions wouldome from natural gas
consumption, landscape maintenance, and eéite electric power generation. Mobile sources from
vehicular trips associated with the proposed uses emit pollutants.

The CalMEEMod Model was used to calculate the operational emissionsobNe sources emissions
were calculated based on the trip generation factors described in the Focused Traffic Impact Study
(LSA Associates, Inc., September 2015). Other emissions sources were calculated using the defaults
in the CalEEMod mode for the proj land use.

Long-term operational emission associated with the full proposed project of 98 honseare shown in
Table 8. Table Bhows that the peak daily emissions of all criterial pollutants as a result of the
proposed project would not exceed the corrgsonding SCAQMD daily emission thresholds.
Therefore, projectrelated long-term air quality impacts would be less than significant.

Table 7: Opening Year Regional Operational Emissions

Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Source vocC NOx CO SOy PM;y, PM, 5
Area Sources 4.3 0.096 8.2 0.00043 0.18 0.17
Energy Sources 0.098 0.84 0.36 0.0053 0.068 0.068
Mobile Sources 3.6 12 41 0.099 6.9 2.
Total Project Emissions 8.0 13 50 0.10 7.1 2.2
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No
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Based on the analysis aboveregional air quality impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation measures are required. Vith implementation of PPP 3.31 impacts would be further
reduced to the maximum extent feasible.

Localized Impact Analysis

The localized impacts analysis by design only includes esite sources; however, the CalEEMod
model outputs for operations do not separate ossite and oftsite emissions The emissions shown

in Table 8below for area sources are assumed to all occur on site and for energy sources entirely
off site. While some of themobile-source emission will occur from vehicles driving on site, most of
the mobile-source emissions calculated by the CalEEMod model would occur while the vehicles are
driving off site. It is unlikely that the average orsite distance driven by vehicles Wl be 2,000 ft,
which is approximately 4 percent of the total miles traveled. For a worstase scenario assessment
the emissions shown in Table 8clude dl on-site project-related area sources and 5 percent of the
project-related new mobile sources

Table 8: Long-Term Operational Localized Impact Analysis (Ibs/day)

Emissions Sources NOyx CcO PM,, PM, 5
On-site emissions 0.70 10 0.53 0.27
LST Thresholds 259 3,423 14 3.8
Significant Emissions? No No No No

Table 8shows that the emissions of pollutants during project operations would all be less than the
SCAQMD LST thresholds, which means that the resulting concentrations at the church aedrest
residences would be all below the NAAQS and CAAQS. Therefore, the proposed operational activity
would not result in a locally significant air quality impact.

3.3(c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non -attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed

guantitative threshold s for ozone precursors)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact .

Sources:California Emissions Estimator Modebouth Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan,
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Project Application Materials

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduceimpacts related toa cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant Thesemeasureswill AA ET Al OAAA HitigatiorE A
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.31 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 402(Nuisance), G\ person shall not discharge from any
source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of
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persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, rep@as health or safety of
any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause,
injury or damage to business or propertyd

PPP 3.32 4EA 00T EAAO EO OANOEOAA O ATiPIU xEOE 20I
implementation of best available dust control measures during construction
activities that generate fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activities,
grading, and equipment travel on unpaved roads.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are noProject Design Featuresapplicableto the Project related tothis issue.
Impact Analysis

As discussed in Issue3.3(b) above the Project would not exceed the regionalor localized
significance thresholds for congruction or operational activities. The Project would comply with
South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 402 (Nuisance) and Rule 403fugitive dust
control) during construction, as well as all other adopted & Quality ManagementPlan emissions
control measures. Per 8uth Coast Air Quality ManagementDistrict rules and mandates, aswvell the
California Environmental QualityAct requirement that impacts be mitigated to themaximum extent
feasible, these same requirements would also be imposed on all projects within theush Coast Air
Basinarea, which would include all related projects.

Based on the analysis abovenpactswould be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required. With implementation of PPP 3.31 through PPP 3.2, impacts would be further reduced
to the maximum extent feasible.

3.3(d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
SourcesSouth CoasAir Quality Management District CALEMod

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts related to substantial pollutant o
concentrations to sensitive receptors Thesemeasureswill AA ET Al OAAA HMigatioEA 0 OT E
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.21 The Project isrequired to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 4020 . O E O Alpdksh shall not discharge from any
source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which
cause injury, detriment, nuisane, or annoyance to any considerable number of
persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of
any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause,
injury or damage to business or property
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PPP 3.32 4EA 00T EAAO EO OANOEOAA O ATibPIU xEOE 20I
implementation of best available dust control measures during construction
activities that generate fugitive dust, such as earth moving and stockpiling activés,
grading, and equipment travel on unpaved roads.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are noProject Design Featuregpplicableto the Project related tothis issue.
Impact Analysis

Sensitive receptors (i.e., children, senior citizens, and acutely or chronically ill people) are more
susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the general population. Land uses that are considered
sensitive receptors typically include residences, chools, playgrounds, childcare centers, hospitals,
convalescent homes, and retirement home3he residential uses adjacent to the site are considered
sensitive receptors.

As indicated aboveunder the discussion of Issue 3.3 (I)) the Project would not exeed any of the

South Coast Air Quality ManagementDistrictd © , T AAl EUAA 3 ECIT EZAEA®IMAA 4EOA
construction or long-term operation. In addition, the Project would not create a CO Hot Spot.
Accordingly, Projectrelated localized emissionsvould not expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrations during construction or longterm operation, and impacts would be less

than significant. With implementation of PPP 3.31 through PPP 3.2, impacts would be further

reduced to themaximum extent feasible.

3.3 (e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact .
Source: CEQA Air Quality HandbooRyoject Application Materials

Plans, Palicies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related to objectionable odoibhis A
measurewil AA ET Al OAAA ET OEA 00T EAAOBO -EOQOECAOQCEIT -1TT11
PPP 3.31 The Project is required to comply with the provisions of Sath Coast Air Quality
Management District2 O1 A 1 ¢ 80. OEAN Gdld 404 redlces the
release of odorous emissions into the atmosphere.
Project Design Features (PDF)
There are noProject Design Featuregspplicableto the Project related tothis issue.
Impact Analysis
According to the South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbod&nd
uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment

plants, food processing plants, chema plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and
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fiberglass molding. TheProject does not include any the above identified uses and therefore would
not produce objectionable odors during operation.

Construction activities both orsite and offsite could produce odors from equipment exhaust,
application of asphalt, and/or the application of architectural coatings. However, any odors emitted
during construction would be temporary, shorderm, and intermittent in nature, and would cease
upon completion of construction activities.

Based on the analysis aboviempactswould be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required. With implementation of PPP 3.31, impacts would be futher reduced to the maximum
extent feasible.
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Would the Project: Significant | Impact With Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated

No
Impact

a. Have a substantial adverseffect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, ¢ -
special status species in local or regional plans A
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish al
Wildlife Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on an
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish al
Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federalll
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 o
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) througl A
direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife -
species or with established native resident or A
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances,
protecting biological resources, such as a tref
preservation policy or ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

3.4(a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fis h
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Determination: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.
Source MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment, LSA, May 2015
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related toimpacts to candidate, o
sensitive, or special status speciesThis measurewil AA- ET Al OAAA EMitigatbE A 0 OT E
Monitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.41 The Roject is required to pay Fish and Wildlifefees to CaliforniaDepartment of Fish
and Wildlife.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are noProject Design Features applicable the Project related tothis issue.
Impact Analysis

The project site is highly disturbed due to past and current landise practices. The resulting
disturbance caused the vegetation on the project site to be dominated by ruderal vegetation. The
east side of the project site consists solely of Russian thisti84lsola tragu$ and thewest side of the
project consists primarily of non-native grasslands where red brome Bromus madritensi, ripgut
brome (Bromus diandru3 and wild oat (Avena fatug are dominant.

The project is located within the Pass Area Plan of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) but is not located within a Criteria Area or adjacent to a Criteria Area or Conservation
Area. However, as thesubject site not within or adjacent to a Criteria Area, the project is not
subject to the Urban/Wildlife Interface Guidelines Riverine resources arepresent. The project site

is within the MSHCP survey i@ea for Narrow and Endemic Plant Species Habitat Assessment
(NEPSSA) and burrowing owl.A survey for burrowing owl was conducted on May 5 and 6, 2015.
Suitable habitat for burrowing owl is present on site, specifically within the openareas surrounded

by low-lying ruderal vegetation. No burrowing owls or burrowing owl sign (e.g., whitewash,
pellets, scat, tracks, and/or feathers) were observed during the survey, and no burrows that could
have been ocuapied by burrowing owl were found. Mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measure (MM)

MM-BIO-1: PreConstruction Burrowing Owl SurveyPer the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan, an additional preconstruction Burrowing Owl survey will be required within 30 days prior to
beginning of site grading.

a. Inthe event that the prefonstruction survey identifies the presence of aast one individual
but less than three (3) mating pairs of burrowing owl, then prior to the issuance of a grading
permit and prior to the commencement of groudgisturbing activities on the property, the
gualified biologist shall passively or actively radate any burrowing owls. Passive relocation,
including the required use of omgvay doors to exclude owls from the site and the collapsing of
burrows, will occur if the biologist determines that the proximity and availability of alternate
habitat is suitabke for successful passive relocation. Passive relocation shall follow California
Department of Fish and Wildlife relocation protocol. If proximate alternate habitat is not
present as determined by the biologist, active relocation shall follow Californiaddepent of
Fish and Wildlife relocation protocol. The biologist shall confirm in writing to the Planning

41



Banning Wilson 97, LLC (TTM 36939)

Initial Study Checklist/Mitigated Negative Declaration
October 16, 2015

Page42

Department that the species has fledged or been relocated prior to the issuance of a grading
permit.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIQG1, impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or

special status speciesre less than significant.

3.4(b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Determination: No Impact.

SourceMSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment, LSA, May 2015

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuregpplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project siteis almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation. Sporadic ornamental
plant and tree species were also foundon site, with small isolated polygons of California
buckwheat, California sage brush and three Mexican elderberry trees located alore
southwestern area. No indication of riparian habitat, wetland waters of the U.S. were foundr

other sensitive natural communitieswas noted due to the highly disturbed naure of the site. As
such, there is no impacand no mitigation measures are equired.

3.4(c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

Determination: No Impact.
SourceMSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment, LSA, May 2015

Plans, Palicies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicable to the Project related tahis issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuregpplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Impact Analysis
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Based on a field survey, the Project site does not contain any wetland$iree drainage courses
were identified by fieldwork investigation of the site. The entire site was surveyed on foot for
potential wetlands and nonwetland jurisdictional waters as well as streambed and riparian
resources. Drainages D1 and D2 drain southeast through the project site. Both convey flows
through the site into Montgomery Creek Channel which borders the southern boundary of the site.
The third drainage course, appears to be an erosional feature associated with water towers north of
the project site and not a relatively permanent water that the Army Corp. of Engires, (ACOE)
would typically regulate. The Montgomery Creek Channel conveys flows under Interstate 10 to
Smith Creek. Smith Creek flows into the San Gorgonio River, to the Whitewater River, which is a
direct tributary to the Salton Sea. Thelrainage feaure do not qualify as wetlands. As such, there
are no impacts and no mitigation measures are required.

3.4(d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Determination: No Impact.

Saurce: MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment, LSA, May 2015

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicable to the Project related tahis issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Featuresapplicableto the Project related tothis issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site consists oipproximately 34.6 gross acres andies adjacent to sites zoned for Low
Density Residential to the east, west and south, and Open Space Parkihi¢onorth. The Roject site

is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation. Sporadic ornamental plant and tree

species were also found on site. No indication efildlife was noted due to the highly disturbed
nature of the site. As suchthere are no impactsand no mitigation measures are required.

3.4(e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated

SourceMSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment, LSA, May 2015
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicableto the Project relatingto this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)
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There are noProject Design Featurespplicableto the Project relating tothis issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site is almost entirely covered by disturbed, ruderal vegetation. Sporadic ornamental
plant and tree species were also found on site, with small isolated polygons of California
buckwheat, California sage brush and three Mexican elderberry tes located along the
southwestern area.

TheCityof* ATT ET ¢8O0 ' AT AOAT 01 AT ihdubles prqyiBidhdtb praideddr OOA A O
the preservation and protection of the natural environment and many biological resources.

Biological resources rgresent the plants and wildlife species and ecosystems and habitats that

Ai 1T OOEAOOA O1 OEA AOAAGO 1T AOOOAI OAOOET C8 10O OAO
is required to include an element that provides for the conservation and presertian of wildlife

resources. Wildlife common to suburban areas was observed using the site in the field survey
investigation conducted on May 5, 20154 EA POl EAAO8 O - O1 OEPI A 3PAAEAO
(MSHCP) cites that the project is not located ithin a Criteria Area or adjacent to a Criteria Area or
Conservation Area. Thus the project is not subject to the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines.

Based on General Plan policies Policy 2 , Program 2.A, the following mitigation measure is intended

to reduce impacts:

9 Biological Resourc®olicy2, Program 2.AThe City shall evaluate projects based on their

Ei PAAO 11 AQGEOOEI ¢ EAAEOAO AT A xEI Al EEAR AT A &
Mitigation Measures (MM)
MM-BIO-2.Native PlanRecovery:Developer shall recover native and drought tolerant plant materials,

and incorporate them into project landscaping, to provide or enhance habitat for local species to the
extent possible.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIGL and BIG2, impacts will be less than significant.

3.4(f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Determination: No Impact

SourceMSHCP Consistency Analysis and Habitat Assessment, LSA, May 2015

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
There are no Plans, Policies, or Programs applicable to the Project related to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)
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There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relatingttos issue.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is located within the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation PlanfMSHCP. The MSHCR regionalHabitat Consevation Plan was adopted on June
17, 2003.The intent of the MSHCP is to preserve native vegetation and meet the habitat needs of
multiple species, rather than focusing preservation efforts on one species at a time. The MSHCP
provides coverage (including ake authorization for listed species) for speciabtatus plant and
animal species, as well as mitigation for impacts to sensitive species.

Based on theBiological Resources Walkover Revievand a review of the MSHCP Consistency
Analysis and Habitat Assessment Study prepared by LSA, May 2015:

1 The Project site is not located within an MSHCP Criteria Area (area proposed for
conservation).

9 The Project site does not contain MSHCP riparian/riverine areas or vernpbols.

1 The Project site does not will not impact any MSHCP Narrow Endemic Plant Species.

1 The Project site is not required to comply with the Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines.

1 No large burrows were found in the area and the particularly dense ruderal vegetation

suggest poor habitat for burrowing owl. However, their presence cannot be ruled out
because burrowing owls have been known to occupy disturbed sites. Mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures (MM)
Mitigation Measure BIQ1 under Issue 3.4(a)above shall apply.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIG1, impactsrelated to conflicts with the provisions
I £ OEA #EOQOUBO ' Al AOAdélesdthahA significent. | T CEAAT %l AT AT O
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the Project: Significant With Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in th -
significance of a historical resource as define( A
in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?
b. Cause asubstantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resourct
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those A
interred outside of formal cemeteries? A
3.5(a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as

defined in CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15064.5?

Determination: No Impact.

Source Cultural Resourcedssessment, Banning Tract 36939, LSA, May 2015, City of Banning General Plan

Plans, Palicies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are noProject Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Historic resources generally consist of buildings, structures, improvements, and remnants
associated with a significant historic event or person(s) and/or have aistorically significant style,
design, or achievementDamagingor demolition of historic resources is typicallyconsidered to be a
significant impact. Impacts to historic resources can occur through directmpacts, such as
destruction or removal, and indrect impacts, such as a change in thetting of a historic resource.

CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(a) clarifies that historical resources include the following:

1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Camiriies
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.
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2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the
Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resourceegumeeting the
requirements [of] section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code.

3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architecturaengineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California.

The site ishighly disturbed by activities involving the removal of the citrus grove. There is a corrugated
metal shed structure that is in a dilapidated condition. The majority of the site isovered by disturbed,
ruderal vegetation. Sporadic ornamental plant and tree species were also found on si@iven the
current conditions of the site, it does not appear than any surface cultural resources are present on
the site. In addition, the site also does not appear on the Riverside County Historic Resources
Survey Architectural SurveyForms provided by the Riverside County Parks Department.

Therefore, there will be no impact to historical resouces as a result of the Project and no mitigation
measures are required.

3.5(b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resour ce pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated
Source Cultural Resources Assessment, Banning Tract 36939, LSA, May 2015, City of Banning General Plan

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicable to the Project relating tathis issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relatingttos issue.

Impact Analysis

Archaeological sitesare locations that contain resources associated with former humaactivities,
and may contain such resources as human skeletal remains, waste from teoanufacture, tool

concentrations, and/or discoloration or accumulation of soil or food remains.

During grading activities, it is possible that subsurface archaeological resources may be uncovered.
The following mitigation measure is required.

Mitigation Measures (MM)

MM-#2Z7Zud ! OAEAAT 1 | BriorAtd ithe issbidnde @i & gadi@ig permit, the Project
Proponent shalimplementthe following program:

a) A qualified archaeological monitor shall beretained by the Project Proponent to conduct
monitoring of all grading and trenching activities and has theuthority to halt and redirect
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earthmoving activities in the event that suspected archaeological resources are unearthed
during Project construction.

b) During grading operations, a professional archaeological monitor shall observe the grading
operation untl such time as monitor determines that there is no longer any potential to
uncover buried cultural deposits. If the monitor suspects that an archaeological resource may
have been unearthed, the monitor shall immediately halt and redirect grading operasidim a
vttZA 10 OAAEOO AOI OT A OEA &EETA O All1TTx EAA
resource. If the monitor determines that the suspected resource is potentially significant, the
archaeologist shall notify the appropriate Native American Trilg( and invite a tribal
representative to consult on the resource evaluation. In consultation with the appropriate
Native American Tribe(s), the archaeological monitor shall evaluate the suspected resource
and make a determination of significance pursuanb tCalifornia Public Resources Code

SAAOEI T o¢@utox8¢e8 ) A& OEA OAOI OBhahapplyd OECT EAEAAT

MM- # 22ZTreatment Plan If a significant archaeological resource(s) is discovered on titeperty,
ground disturbing activities shdlbe suspended 100 feet around the resource{d)e archaeological
monitor and a representative of the appropriate Native Americdmnibe(s), the Project Proponent, and
the City of Banning Community Development Departmersthall confer regardingmitigation of the
discovered resource(s). A treatment plan shall be prepared anglemented by the archaeologist to
protect the identified archaeological resource(s) fromamage and destruction. The treatment plan
shall contain a research design and datacovery pogram necessary document the size and content
of the discovery such that theesource(s) can be evaluated for significance under CEQA criteria. The
research design shalist the sampling procedures appropriate to exhaust the research potential of the
archaeological resource(s) in accordance with current professional archaeology standétyjsically

this sampling level is two (2) to five (5) percent of the volume of the cultudaposit). The treatment
plan shall require monitoring by the appropriate NativAmerican Tribe(s) during data recovery
excavations of archaeological resource(s) of prehistoddgin, and shall require that all recovered
artifacts undergo laboratory analysis. At theompletion of the laboratory analysis, any recovered
archaeologicalresources shall berocessed and curated according to current professional repository
standards. Thecollections and associated records shall be donated to an appropriate curation facility,
or, the artifacts may be delivered to the appropriate Native Ameain Tribe(s) if that issecommended

by the City ofBanning A final report containing the significance antteatment findings shall be
prepared by the archaeologist and submitted to the City B&nning Community Development
Department.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures CRL and CR2, impacts will be less than significant.

3.5(c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.
SourcesCultural Resources Assessment, Banning Tract 36939, LSA, May 2015, City of Banning General Plan

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policiespr Programsapplicable to the Project relating to this issue.
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Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Paleontological resources are the preserved fossilized remains of plants and animdfessils and

traces of fossils arepreserved in sedimentary rock units, particularly fine to medium grained

marine, lake, and stream deposits, such as limestone, siltstone, sandstone, or shale,iarahcient

soils. They are also found in coarsgrained sediments, such asonglomerates orcoarse alluvium

sediments. Fossils are rarely preserved in igneous anetamorphic rock units. Fossils may occur
throughout a sedimentary unit and, in fact, arenore likely to be preserved subsurface, where they
have not been damaged or destroyed byprevious ground disturbance, amateur collecting, or
natural causes such as erosion.

The Project site has been graded and the potential for paleontological resources to be present at the
Project site is considered low. Regardless, there is a potential to uncov@aleontological resources
during additional excavation and/or grading activities on the Project siteTherefore, the following
mitigation measure is required.

Mitigation Measures (MM)

MM- CR3: Paleontological Monitoring Prior to the issuancef grading permits,the Project Proponent
shall implement the followingorogram:

a) A gualified paleontologist shall be osite at the preconstruction meeting to discuss
monitoring protocols.

b) The qualified paleontologist shall be empowered to temporarily halt or redirect grading
activities paleontological resources are discovered.

c) In the event of a paleontological discovery the monitor shall flag the area and notify the
construction crew immeiately. No further disturbance in the flagged area shall occur until
the qualified paleontologist has cleared the area.

d) The qualified paleontologist shall quickly assess the nature and significance of the Hfiride
specimen is not significant it shaltle quickly removed and the area cleared.

e) If the discovery is significant the qualified paleontologist shall notify the Project proponent
and the City immediately.

f) In consultation with the Project proponent and the City, the qualified paleontologist Ehal
develop a plan of mitigation which shall include salvage excavation and removal of the find,
removal of sediment from around the specimen (in the laboratory), researchdentify and
categorize the find, curation in the find a local qualified repositgrgnd preparation of a
report summarizing the find.
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Based on the analysis above,ith implementation of Mitigation Measure CR3, impacts will be less
than significant.

3.5(d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries ?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

SourcesCalifornia Health anl Safety Code 87050Bublic Resources Code §5097 et. seq.
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to disturbing human
remains. This measurewill AA  ET Al OAAA EMitigatbE Monitoidhg Endl /REpdrihg
Program:

PPP 3.51 The project is required to comply with the applicable provisions of California Health
and SafetyCode §7050.5Public Resources Code 85097 et. seq., and provisions of AB
52 concerning consideration of Tribal Cultural Values in determination of project
impacts and mitigation.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Featurespplicable to the Project relating tathis issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site does not contain a cemetery and no known formal cemeteries are located within
the immediate site vicinity. As noted in the response to Issue 3.5 (a) above, the Projecksitas been
graded and the potential for uncovering human remains at the Project site is considered low.
Nevertheless, the remote potential exists that human remains may be unearthed during grading
and excavation activities associated with Project construixin.

In the event that human remains are discovered during Project grading or other ground disturbing
activities, the Project would be required to comply with the applicable provisions of California
Health and Safety Code §7050.5 as well as Public Resms Code 85097 et. seq. California Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98(b),remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as
to the treatment and disposition has been made by the Coroner.

If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the California Native American

Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted and tHeAHC must then immediately notify the

Oi1 00 TEEAT U AAOGAAT AAT Oj O discovéryEThe©BoatAkelpDdescendant(s)O E £E A A
shall then make recommendations within 48 hours, andngage in consultabns concerning the

treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resourcgsode Section 5097.98.

Based on the analysis above, with implementatiorof PPP 3.51, impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the Project: Significant With Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a. Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk o
loss, injury, or death involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, ag
delineated on the most recent Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issuec
by the State Geologist for the area or base
on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

2) Strong seismic ground shaking?

3) Seismicrelated ground failure, including
liquefaction?

>\ >

4) Landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss o
topsoil?

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that i
unstable, or that would become unstable as i
result of the Project, and potentially result in
on-site or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in th
Uniform Building Code, creating substantial
risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewersare not
available for the disposal of waste water?

3.6 (a) (1) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving r upture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist -Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Spetl Publication 42.

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Source RMA Group Geologic Fault Investigation of Algtigiolo Zone Report, April 8, 2014
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

PPP 3.61 In accordance with state law, all development proposals within designated Alquist
"Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones shall be accompanied by appropriate geotechnical
analysis.

Project Design Features (PDF)

Fault Setback Zoneln accordance with theAlquist-Priolo Act, no structures shall be constructed
upon or encroach over the Fault Setback Zone

Impact Analysis

The Project site Geologic Fault Investigation Report prepared by RMA, dated April 2014,
determined that a segment of the San Gorgoni®ass fault passes through the northern portion of
the project site, northwest portion and northeastern part of the siteand closly parallels the
northern boundary of the tract. The San Gorgonio Pass Fault Zone is a series of nedthping
reverse and thwust faults connected by strike tear faults, resulting to a surface trace that appears
like an irregular, saw tooth. This eastvest trending fault zone contains faults that were formed
during the3 Pleistocene Epoch, of which some have been active in theetaHolocene Epoch.

4EA #EOU 1T &£ "ATTET C80O ' Al AOcdmpliadce folGoverdried £ddeE T EA A |
Section 65302(g) addresses the need to protect the community from unreasonable risks that could
result from seismically induced hazards, such asurface rupture, ground shaking, ground failure,
and other known geologic risks. The StatGeologist has issued Alquid®riolo Earthquake Fault
Zone mapping for the Banning General Plan planning aredhe City implements and enforces the
regulations and guidelines set forth in the AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, CEQA
Statutes and Guidelines, Uniform/International Building Code, zoning ordinance, and other
applicable legislation to manage geotechnical hazards. In accordance with the Geotecahic
Element of the Banning General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs, all development proposals
within designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones shall be accompanied by appropriate
geotechnical analysis. Based on the geotechnical analysis prepargdthe RMA Group in 2004, the
following mitigate measure is recommended to reduce impacts:

Mitigation Measure (MM)

MM GEQ®1 Fault Setback ZoneFault Setback Zone. No human structures for human habitation can
be built within this zone, however other lard uses are permitted.

3.6(a) (2) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Strong seismic ground shaking?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impac t with Mitigation
SourceRMA Group Geologic Fault Investigation of Algeigiolo Zone Report, April 8, 2014

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)
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The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to seismic ground shaking. A
Thesemeasureswill be included inthe0 OT EAAO6 O - EOECAOETT -11EOQOIT OET C ¢

PPP 3.62 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and
City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associatadth seismic
hazards and shall

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Projectatng to this issue
Impact Analysis

The site is expected to experience strong ground shaking from regional seismic activity. Ground
shaking should be mitigated by implementation of building code standards and other site specific
measures obtained from geotechnical studies of the siteBasedon the mitigation pursuant to the
RMA Group Study dated April 8, 2014, impacts resulting from seismic impacts to structure will be
less than significant with mitigation.

MM GEG2 Recommended Fault Setback Zone Boundaries The Project shall adhere to th
recommendations and requirements cited in the RMA Group Report dated April 8, 2014 with
regard to Fault Setback Zone Boundaries.

3.6 (@) (3) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Seismicrelated ground failure, including
liquefaction?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

SourceRMA GroupGeologic Fault Investigation of Alquidtriolo Zone Report, April 8, 2014
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to seismic ground shaking.
These measurewvill be included in the0 OT E Midg&idrMonitoring and Reporting Program:

PPP 3.62 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and
City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated wisieismic
hazards.

Project Design Features ( PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Projeetating to this issue.

Impact Analysis

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated, relatively cohesidess soil deposits lose
shear strength during strong ground motions.The factors controlling liquefaction are:
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Seismicground shaking of relatively loose, granular soils that are saturated or submerged
can cause soils to liquefy and temporarily behave as a dense fluid. For liquefaction to occur,
the following conditions have to occur: Intense seismic shaking;

Presence of loose granular soils prone to liquefaction; and
Saturation of soils due to shallow groundwater.

According to the RMA Group Geologic Fault Investigation study dated April 2014, the project site is
not situated within a known liquefaction hazard area and boring s drilled to a maximum depth of
41.5 feet during the preparation of the RMA Study did not encounter groundwater. Consequently,
the potential for soil liquefaction at the site appears unlikely.

3.6 (a) (4) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: Landslides?

Determination : No Impact.

SourceRMA Group Geologic Fault Investigation of Algei&iolo Zone ReportApril 8, 2014

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policies, or Programapplicable to the Project relating tathis issue.
Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to thediect relating to this issue.
Impact Analysis

Generally, a landslide is defined as the downward and outward movement of loosened rock or earth
down a hillside or slope. Landslides can occur either very suddenly or slowly, and frequently
accompany other natural hazards such asaethquakes, floods, or wildfires. Landslides can also be
induced by the undercutting of slopes during construction, improper artificial compaction, or
saturation from sprinkler systems or broken water pipes.

Due to the relatively low gradient of the sitethe massive nature of subsurface soils, the strength of
these soils and the absence of known landslides within or immediately adjacetd the site, the
potential for landsliding at the site was judged t be low.Based on the RMA Group Geologic Fault
Investigation Report dated April 2014, with implementation of PPP 3.4, impacts would be les
than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

3.6(b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

SourcesProject ApplicationMaterials.
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Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following applies to the Project and would reduce impacts related tsoil erosion. This measure
will AA ET Al OAAA MitigatiéhBAnitddiny larfel Rép@rin@Program:

PPP 3.63 Prior to grading permit issuance, the Project Proponent shall prepare &tormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan Project contractors shall be required to ensure
compliance with the Stormwater Pollution Revention Plan and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by City ofBanning staff and the state water
resources control board staff.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relatingttos issue.

Impact Analysis

Soils in the project area have already been sturbed by previous activities Therefore, the loss of
topsoil is not a potential impact.

The eastern third of the project site was previously graded in preparation foconstruction of a
residential subdivision that was not completed. Lots were never finish gradg structures were not
built and streets not paved. Several canyons drain of the Banning Bench into the silthe RMA
Group Geologic Fault Investigation Studydated April 2014 cites thatdebris basins or catchment
areas should be evaluated during planning and implemented during development of the tracts as
needed. With the following mitigation, impacts should be less than significant.

MM GEG3. Debris and Cgh basins. The Project shall adhere to the recommendations and
requirements cited in the RMA Group Report dated April 8, 2014 with regard tine design of catch

AT A AAAOEO AAOGET O &£ O ,10 0"6 AT A O#d6 Al AngAAOGECI
and Public Works Department and WQMP report.

3.6(c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on -or offsite landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact .

Source:RMA Group Geologic Fault Investigation of Algeiiolo Zone Report, April 8, 2018anning General Plan,
Application Materials.

Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to an unstable geologic unit.
These measurewill be included inthe0 OT EAA OGS O - E OE C Répériing PregrainE OT OET C
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PPP 3.61 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and
City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated wisieismic
hazards.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no ProjecDesign Features applicable to the Project relatg to this issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project site is flat and gently sloping and contains no substantial natural or mZmade slopes.
There is no evidence of oite landslides on or near the Project sitenor are there any exposed
boulders that could result in rock fall hazards. As suchhere will no impacts associated with
landslides and rock fall hazads.

Based on the RMA GeoScience Gatbteical Investigation Report dated, June 19, 2015Soil
classification and expansion index indicates that near surface soils have a very low expansion
potential. Expansion testing performed in accordance with ASTM D4829 indicates that earth
materials underlying the site have an expansion classificatioof 0. Moreover, due to the relatively
low gradient of the site, the dense nature of the older alluvium in the Banning Bench deposits, and
absence of known landslides within or immediately adjacent to the site, the potential for land
sliding at the site is judged to bedw.

However, given the lack of geotechnical reports detailing the construction of the existing fill placed
at the eastern half of the site the fill is considered undocumented. The following tigiation are
recommended to reduce impacts to a level lessah significant.

MM GE®4. Fill in Graded Eastern Portion of SiteéThe existing undocumented fill is not adequate for
purposes intended and will need to be removed and recompacted.

3.6(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in the Uniform Building Code, creating
substantial risks to life or property?

Determination: Less than Significant Impact .

SourceRMA Group Geologic Fault Investigation of Alqef&iolo Zone Report, April 8, 2018anning General Plan
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to expansive soilsThese o
measureswill be included inthe0 OT EAAO6 O - EOECAOETT -11TEOQOI OET ¢ AT A
PPP 3.61 The project is required to comply with the California Building Standards Code and

City Building Code to preclude significant adverse effects associated with strong

seismic ground shaking.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Pegj relating to thisissue.
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Impact Analysis

Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates; swelling
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can damage structures by cracking
foundations, causing settlement and distrting structural elements. The following mitigation will
reduce impacts to less than significant.

With implementation of MM GE®4, impacts associated with expansive soils will be less than
significant.

MM GEG5 General Earthwork and Grading. All Eanwork and grading to be performed in
accordance with the 2013 California Building Code and all applicable governmental agency
requirements.

3.6(e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Determination: No Impact.
Source RMA Group Geologic Fault InvestigationAlfjuist-Priolo Zone Report, April 8, 2018anning General Plan
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

There are noPlans, Policies, Programs, or Standard Conditioapplicable to the Project relating to
this issue.

Project Design Features (PDF)
There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relatitmthis issue.
Impact Analysis

The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems.

The Project would install domestic sewer infrastucture and connect to theCity of Banning Sewer
$EOOOEAOG6O AQGEOOET ¢ OAxAO Asisich AerddreAnd impdctéd andrdA A O1 Al
mitigation measures are required.
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3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than No
Would the Project: Significant With Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, eithe -,
directly or indirectly, that may have a A
significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or -
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing A
the emissions of greenhouse gases?
3.7(a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a

significant impact on the environment?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.
Source:LSA Associates, Air Quality and Climate Change Study, TTM 36939, September 24, 2015
Plans, Policies, or Programs (PPP)

The following apply to the Project and would reduce impacts relating to greenhouse gas emissions.
These measuresvill AA ET Al OAAA WNatigatiéhBAnitdigy lartl RépAritn@Program:

PPP 3.71 Prior to issuance of the firstresidential building permit, the Project Applicant shall
submit energy usage calculations in the form of a Title 24 Compliance Report to the
City of Banning Building & Safety Department showing that the Project will be
constructed in compliance with the most recentlyadopted edition ofthe applicable
California Building Code Title 24 requirements.

Project Design Features (PDF)

There are no Project Design Features applicable to the Project relatingttos issue.

Impact Analysis

An individual project cannot generate enoughGreen House GasesGHQ emissions to influence
global climate change. TheProject participates in this potential impact by its incremental
contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all other sourcesf GHGs, which when taken

together may have a significanimpact on global climate change.

Overall, the following activities associated with the proposed project could directly or indirectly
contribute to the generation GHG emissions:
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Table 9lists the annual GHG emissions for each of the planned construction phases and shows that
the GHG emissions would be highest during the grading phase, at approximately 120 MT. Total
construction GHG emissions thru phase 1 of the construction period arstamated to be 320 MT of
CQe. Each additional phase would contribute additional GHG emissions, approximately the same
as shown for Phase 1 or the sum of 89 MT of @&(for construction of the homes (6.0 +83) plus 5.6
MT of CQe for the architectural coating processes, or 95 MT of G@.

Long-term operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions from area and mobile
sources and indirect emissions from stationary sources associated with energy consumption.
Mobile-source emissions of GHGs wouidclude project-generated vehicle trips associated with on
site residences. Areasource emissions would be associated with activities such as landscaping and
maintenance of proposed land uses, natural gas for heating, and other sources. Increases in
stationary-source emissions wold also occur at offsite utility providers as a result of demand for
electricity, natural gas, and water by the proposed uses.

Table 9 Long-term Operational Localized Impact (Ibs/day)
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http://www.arb.ca.gov/homepage.htm
http://opr.ca.gov/m_ceqa.php
http://opr.ca.gov/m_ceqa.php
http://www.ci.banning.ca.us/
http://www.ci.banning.ca.us/
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/
http://www.rivcowom.org/
https://msc.fema.gov/
http://www.aqmd.gov/
http://www.aqmd.gov/
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.rctlma.org/mshcp/







